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FOINTTLEC MOTION TO STRIKE COST STUDY

—The rates SBC Illmms has proposed in
this docket—ea—thee&hef—haﬁd— are rates for hot cuts performed under the three

components of the *“hatch cut process” that SBC Ilinois is asking the Commission
to establish pursuant to FCC Rule 319(d)(2)(i1} (namely, the proposed Enhanced

Daily process, the proposed Defined Batch process, and the proposed Bulk
process). The loop NRCs that are under consideration in 02-0864, on the other

hand mclude no hot ¢t spec:ﬁc costs. ma-eﬂ-l-y-te—leeps—ﬂaat—afe—bemg

Gafel—A-—Ghapman—SBG—mme*s—Ex—lTaMLhﬂe—%S—QSé—aﬂd-ﬂ—}% «—-The Jomt
CLECs’ assertion that “SBC has proposed new hot cut charges pending and under

review in fwo separate cases presided over by rwo different ALJs” (Joint CLEC
Motion at 7) is, therefore, wrong. SBC lHlinois has proposed no hot cut charges in
02-0864 that would (or properly could) apply to any of the hot cut processes SBC
Illinois has proposed in this case..

e Contrary to the Joint CLECs’ assertion (at 10), there is no “rate structure
inconsistency to SBC’s loop nonrecurring rate proposals” in the two dockets.
SBC Ilinois is, appropriately, proposing rates in this docket for the hot cuts it will
perform using a process to be established in this docket. Those rates will,
appropriately, apply only to such hot cuts, and the rate structure in 02-0864

mcludes no 1ates for such hot cuts ilihe—meeﬁs&s‘reﬂey—that—%he—lem{—GLEGs—&sseﬁ
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e Because the costs at issue in this docket concern hot cuts under the processes SBC
1llinois is proposing here (and only such hot cuts), and because the line

conneetior-NRCs in 02-0864 reflect no include-only-new-instaliationsand not-hot
eutcosts for such hot cuts, none of the costs included in the batch cut study that
SBC Iilinois has submitted in this docket are included in the cost studies that SBC
Illinois has presented in 02-0864, as SBC Illinois witness Lundy testifies in his
Direct Testimony in this proceeding (at p. 12). There are, however, some discrete
activities that are performed identically, and therefore at the same cost, both for
new installations and for migrations. The costs of those activities should, SBC
Illinois believes, be decided in this proceeding, and not in 02-0864 (except that
they would be carried over to and adopted in 02-0864), for two related reasons:
First, FCC Rule 319(d)(2)(ii){A)(4) requires the Commission in this docket to
“adopt rates for the batch cut activities it approves.” Second, the Commission
must issue its final order in this docket by no later than July 2, 2004. Under those
circumstances, the only way to absolutely ensure compliance with the FCC’s rule
is for the Commission to decide in this docket everything that it needs to decide in
order to adopt batch cut rates.
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SBC Illinois assumes the Joint CLECs believe in good faith that the line connection charges proposed in
02-0864 inctude hot cuts, even though that is not the case. To the extent that SBC lilinois needs to clarify or correct
its presentation in 02-0864 to avoid any continuing uncertainty on this score, SBC Illinois will do so.




